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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION  

 

A. Summary 

 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is proposing to issue a 10-year permit for the Hunter 

Mountain Allotment to authorize livestock grazing in accordance with law and policy described in 

the Purpose and Need section below. The Hunter Mountain allotment is located approximately 50 

miles north of Ridgecrest, California and approximately 30 miles east of Olancha, California. 

Following is a summary of the current situation: 

 

Acres in the allotment: 53,920 

Acres of public land: 53,003 

Acres of private land: 917 

Kind of livestock: cattle 

Type of grazing: perennial 

Plan area: Northern and Eastern Mojave Desert Plan amendment (NEMO) 

Current authorized use: 7 AUMs 

Acres of Threatened/Endangered Species Critical Habitat: None 

Acres of Area of Critical Environmental Concern: None 

Acres of Wilderness Area: 17,501 

Identified for Voluntary Relinquishment: No  

 

B.  Background  

 

In 2000, the grazing permit for the Hunter Mountain allotment expired at the end of the 1999 

grazing year (2/28/00).  The grazing permit was renewed under the authority of Public Law 106-

113.  The duration of the grazing permit was for ten years and contained the same terms and 

conditions as the expiring grazing permit.  Public Law 106-113 required compliance with all 

applicable laws and regulations, which include the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

and the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  Following the analysis of the environmental impacts the 

grazing permit maybe approved, canceled, suspended or modified, in whole or in part, to meet the 

requirements of such applicable laws and regulations. 

 

In 1994, with the passage of the Desert Protection Act, Hunter Mountain allotment was split into 

two grazing allotments.   Approximately 86,448 acres were transferred to Death Valley National 

Park and approximately 53,000 acres remained under BLM administration.  All 1,105 AUMs 

authorized for the allotment were attached to the lands transferred to the Park, leaving just a 7 

AUMs to recognize the allotmentôs active grazing status.  The whole 1,1,05 AUMs were 

transferred because the forage production that represented the 1,105 AUMs were located on the 

NPS portion of the allotment.  The remaining BLM administered lands within the allotment were 

too far from available water, to make any AUMs substantially available to graze on a consistent 

basis.  The only time cattle grazed the unwatered areas were during wet winters and springs, when 

either snow was available or natural puddles and ponds from heavy rains.  The Allotment 

Management Plan recognized an additional 1,480 AUMs that could become available with the 

development of additional waters.  Of those 1,480 AUMs, approximately 800 AUMs are being 

produced in the remaining BLM administered portion of the allotment.     

 

NEMO states, on page 3-36, ñIn the past, lack of water prevented grazing of the area now 

administered by BLM.  Water can be hauled to approved locations, and future production studies 

will establish carrying capacity for this allotment.ò  
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Congressional Grazing Guidelines (House Committee Report 96-1126 on the Colorado 

Wilderness Act, P.L. 96-560, December 1980) with respect to grazing in wilderness state that the 

numbers of livestock permitted to graze in wilderness should remain at approximately the same 

levels as at the time of wilderness designation.  Also, that the construction of new facilities should 

be primarily for the purpose of resource protection rather than to accommodate increased numbers 

of livestock. 

 

BLM regulations regarding the administration of grazing in wilderness areas state that ñBLM will 

not authorize new support facilities for the purpose of increasing your number of livestock. The 

construction of new livestock management facilities must be for the purposes of protection and 

improved management of wilderness resources.ò (43 CFR Parts 6300 and 8560 Wilderness 

Management; Final Rule, Section 6304.25 (c).  And additionally, ñBLM may authorize an 

increase in livestock numbers only if you demonstrate that the additional use will not have an 

adverse impact on wilderness values.ò (43 CFR Parts 6300 and 8560 Wilderness Management; 

Final Rule, Section 6304.25 (d).  Wilderness values and resources requiring protection are 

naturalness, untrammeledness, solitude, opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation, and 

other features of cultural, geological, or ecological value, including native plant communities and 

wildlife populations or habitat (Section 2(c) of the 1964 Wilderness Act). 

 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is proposing to issue a ten-year term length grazing 

permit on the Hunter Mountain allotment to authorize perennial cattle grazing on public lands 

within the jurisdiction of the Ridgecrest Field Office. 

 

C. Tiering to Existing Land Use Plan/EIS 

 

This EA is tiered to the NEMO Final EIS of (January 2002) and provides site-specific analysis on 

the allotment level.  Tiering helps focus this EA more sharply on the site specific issues related to 

grazing on these allotments while relying on the NEMO analysis for background. Analysis of 

environmental issues previously considered and addressed in the NEMO plan will be incorporated 

by reference.  The site-specific issues analyzed for the allotment, as well as the issues that are 

incorporated by reference but will not be analyzed in detail, are identified in chapter 3 of this EA.  

 

A summary of the analysis tiered in this EA is as follows: 

 

1. NEMO is an amendment to the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan developed 

expressly to address special status plant and animal species and to establish conservation 

strategies for those species within the multiple use context required for the CDCA by section 601 

of the Federal Land Management and Policy Act (FLPMA).  As part of the conservation strategy 

BLM determined which public lands will be available or unavailable for livestock grazing. 

Livestock grazing in the CDCA is an economic resource of public lands recognized in section 601 

of FLPMA. In addition to designating lands available or unavailable for grazing, 

NEMO/NECO/WEMO established programmatic management prescriptions including regional 

land health standards and guidelines for grazing management; and utilization prescriptions for 

perennial species.  This EA analyzes the specific application of the programmatic management 

prescriptions of NEMO and considers alternative means to achieve the purpose and need on these 

allotments as described in section C of this chapter. 

 

2.  This EA analyzes the range of alternatives for grazing consistent with NEMO, including a 

proposed action and continuation of current management (No Action).  A no grazing alternative is 

considered to address voluntary relinquishment and subsequent designation of the allotment as 
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unavailable for grazing.  Chapter 2 of this EA describes the alternatives analyzed in detail and 

identifies the alternatives considered but dismissed from detailed consideration. 

 

3. Impacts of livestock grazing were addressed at a regional level in NEMO.  Analysis addressed 

the impacts of livestock grazing on a wide range of resource topics, including impacts to air 

quality, soil, vegetation, wildlife, cultural resources, wilderness, and socio-economic impacts. The 

regional analysis is incorporated by reference in this EA (pg 3-24 through 3-29 & 4-141, NEMO 

FEIS) but general discussion of these impacts will not be repeated.  The EA analysis will sharply 

focus on the specific environmental issues associated with areas where livestock congregate on 

the allotment, specific areas of the allotment which are not meeting land health standards due to 

grazing, and areas of special status species or critical habitat that may be adversely affected by 

grazing on this allotment.  Discussion of the specific topics analyzed in this EA, as well as other 

resource topics addressed regionally but that will be excluded from further analysis in the EA, is 

contained in chapter 3.   

 

4. NEMO balances conservation with public use, occupancy, and development on a regional level.  

For example, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern/DWMAs are established, routes of travel 

on public lands designated open, limited or closed to motorized vehicles, and other management 

prescriptions are provided to guide multiple use management. Within the context of the CDCA 

Plan as amended by NEMO, BLM is proposing specific permit terms and conditions to ensure that 

an appropriate multiple use balance is maintained on these allotments while providing for 

conservation in accordance with NEMO and the associated biological opinion.  In addition, BLM 

may use its authority to close an area of the allotment to grazing use or take other measures to 

protect resources if needed. Therefore, issuance of a fully processed grazing lease with such 

applicable terms and conditions is necessary to manage the publicôs use, occupancy, and 

development of the public lands and prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands. (43 

USC 1732(b)).   

 

D. Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 

 

The purpose of the proposed action is to complete a site-specific evaluation of grazing which 

provides information as required by the Bureau of Land Management implementing regulations 

for the National Environmental Policy Act, Taylor Grazing Act, Public Rangelands Improvement 

Act, Federal Land Policy and Management Act, and Public Law 106-113 section 325 to determine 

whether to authorize grazing within these allotments and whether changes are necessary to current 

management of the allotments. 

 

The need for the proposed action is to authorize grazing in compliance with the actions prescribed 

in the NEMO, dated July 2002, the Biological Opinion of the California Desert Conservation Area 

Plan, dated March 31, 2005, and the proposed Regional Rangeland Health Standards.  Action is 

needed to maintain or improve resource conditions including rangeland health. 

 

E. Plan Conformance 

 

The proposed action is subject to the California Desert Conservation Area Plan (CDCA Plan) 

1980 as Amended (August 1999).  The proposed action has been determined to be in conformance 

with this plan as required by regulation (43 CFR §1610.5-3(a)).  The proposed action would occur 

in areas identified for livestock grazing as indicated in the Livestock Grazing Element in the 

CDCA Plan 1980 (1999), pages 56 to 68.  The proposed action is consistent with the land use 



 7 

decisions, and goals and objectives listed in the CDCA Plan. The proposed action is consistent 

with the CDCA Plan Amendment for the Northern and Eastern Mojave Plan (NEMO) as 

prescribed in section 2.0, (pages 2-29 through 2-39)  The allotment meets the Secretary of Interior 

Approved Rangeland Health Standards as follows: 

 

Table 1 :  Rangeland Health Assessments (completed June 11,1999) 

Rangeland 

Health Standard 

Meets 

Standard 

Does Not Meet 

Standard 

Impacts from 

Livestock, Yes or No 

Remarks 

Soil Permeability 

 

met 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Riparian/Wetland 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

not applicable 

 

  Stream 

  Morphology 

      not applicable 

Native Species 

 

met 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

Rangeland Health Fall Back Standards and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing remain in effect 

until CDD S&G are approved by Secretary. 

 

F. Voluntary Relinquishment 

 

NEMO does not identify this allotment for voluntarily relinquishment.  A permittee may request 

voluntary relinquishment of their permit at any time.  Because this allotment was not identified for 

voluntary relinquishment however, a plan amendment will be required for subsequent designation 

of the allotments as unavailable for livestock grazing.  If BLM determines that an amendment is 

not warranted, the allotments will remain available for livestock grazing and BLM will consider 

new applications for permits by qualified applicants. 

 

H.   Relationship to Statutes, Regulations and Plans 

 

1.  Wilderness Act (1964) and the California Desert Protection Act (1994). Section 4(d)(4)(2) of 

the Wilderness Act of 1964 states "the grazing of livestock, where established prior to the 

effective date of this Act, shall be permitted to continue subject to such reasonable regulations as 

are deemed necessary by the Secretary of Agriculture."  This language reappears in Section 103(c) 

of the California Desert Protection Act of 1994 and is reaffirmed in BLM regulation (43 CFR 

Parts 6300 and 8560, Wilderness Management; Final Rule) and policy (BLM Manual 

8560.37A.1.).  The use was established if grazing was authorized by permit or lease at the time 

the area was designated as wilderness. 

 

Congressional Grazing Guidelines (House Committee Report 96-1126 on the Colorado 

Wilderness Act, P.L.96-560, December 1980) further explain the intent of Congress regarding the 

grazing of livestock in wilderness.  There will be no curtailments of grazing in wilderness areas 

simply because the area is designated wilderness.  The numbers of livestock permitted to graze in 

wilderness should remain at approximately the same levels as at the time of wilderness 

designation.  The maintenance of pre-existing supporting facilities is permissible. Where practical 

alternatives do not exist, such maintenance may be accomplished through use of motorized 

equipment.  The construction of new facilities or replacement of deteriorated facilities in 

wilderness is also permissible in accordance with management guidance for the area.  However, 
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new construction should be primarily for the purpose of resource protection rather than to 

accommodate increased numbers of livestock. 

 

BLM regulations regarding the administration of grazing in wilderness areas are contained in 43 

CFR Parts 6300 and 8560 Wilderness Management; Final Rule (12/14/2000).  Section 6304.25 of 

these rules state that a person may continue to graze livestock if she/he or their predecessors were 

exercising a BLM grazing permit or lease before Congress designated the area as wilderness.  All 

grazing activities must comply with 43 CFR Part 4100 Grazing Administration rules 

(09/12/1983).  Grazing support facilities existing prior to wilderness designation may be 

maintained or reconstructed in accordance with management plans for the area. However, BLM 

will not authorize new support facilities for the purpose of increasing the number of livestock.  

The construction of new facilities must be solely ñfor the purpose of protection and improved 

management of wilderness resources.ò  Similarly, BLM may authorize an increase in livestock 

numbers only if it can be demonstrated that ñthe additional use will not have an adverse impact 

on wilderness values.ò   

 

Wilderness values and resources requiring protection are naturalness, untrammeledness, solitude, 

opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation, and other features of cultural, geological, 

or ecological value, including native plant communities and wildlife populations or habitat. 

(Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act)   

  

2. State Historic Preservation Office Protocol Amendment for Renewal of Grazing Leases 

 

In August 2004, the State Director, California Bureau of Land Management and the California 

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) addressed the issue of the National Historic 

Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 compliance procedures for processing grazing permit/lease 

renewals for livestock as defined in 43 CFR 4100.0-5.  The State Director and the SHPO amended 

the 2004 State Protocol Agreement between California Bureau of Land Management and the 

SHPO with the 2004 Grazing Amendment, Supplemental Procedures for Livestock Grazing 

Permit/Lease Renewal (see Appendix 5). 

 

This amendment allows for the renewal of existing grazing permits/leases as long as the 2004 

State Protocol direction, the BLM 8100 Series Manual Guidelines, and specific amendment 

direction for planning, inventory methodology, tribal and interested party consultation, evaluation, 

effect, treatment, and monitoring stipulations are followed. 

 

The lessee would comply with any future standard protective measures that may be developed for 

the protection of cultural resources after the completion of further allotment inventory and 

determination of any additional protection measure needs for significant cultural resources. 

 

CHAPTER 2:   PRPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES  

 

A.  PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE  

 

The Proposed Action alternative and Increase Grazing Alternatives have several actions common 

to both.  These actions will be addressed under the proposed action, however, for redundanciesô 

sake, will not be repeated under the Increase Grazing Alternative. These common actions are: 

 

 a.  Adoption of regional Standards and Guidelines, once approved by the Secretary, and; 

 



 9 

 b.  Adoption of the Livestock Grazing Amendment of Cultural Resource Protocol. 

 

1. Livestock Numbers, Season of Use & Grazing Management: 

 

Table 2:  Livestock Numbers and Season of Use ï Proposed Action 

Allotment    Number      Kind       Class     From        To    AUMs 

Hunter 

Mountain 

1 

1 

Cattle 

Cattle 

Cow/calf 

  Cow/calf 

3/1 

11/20 

6/30 

2/28 

  4 

  3 

 

Livestock grazing would continue as it has been for the past twelve years, since the passage of the 

Desert Protection Act.  Actual grazing would only occur from livestock drift and trailing, as the 

cattle are moved from the home ranch near Olancha, to the NPS grazing allotment just east, and 

adjacent to BLM administered Hunter Mountain allotment.  Trailing takes from one to three days 

and occurs twice a year, once in the fall en route to the National Park Service allotment and again 

at the end of the spring grazing coming back to the home ranch.    In the future all forage 

allocations will be authorized under Temporary Non-Renewable permit which will not require 

further NEPA action.  It is estimated that less than 20 AUMs are consumed trailing in either 

direction. 

 

The proposed action is similar to the No Action Alternative, but has the following additions: 

 

2.  Other Terms and Conditions: 

 

     a.   The permittee(s) is required to perform normal maintenance on all range improvements 

located on public land within the Hunter Mountain Allotment.  All range improvements 

would be maintained in a functioning condition or removed. 

 

     b.   The permitteeôs certified actual use report is due no later than 15 days after the end of 

authorized grazing but no later than March 15
th
 and September 15

th
, each year.  Each 

Actual Use Report would list number of cattle and on & off dates by pasture. 

 

     c.   The terms and conditions of this permit may be modified if additional information indicates 

that revision is necessary to conform with 43 CFR 4180.2. 

 

d. The payment of grazing fees shall be received within 15 days of the due date or the 

permittee will be charged a late fee assessment of $25 or 10% of the grazing bill, 

whichever is greater, not to exceed $250. Failure to make payment within 30 days of the 

due date may result in adverse administrative action. 

 

e. Utilization levels (based on current yearôs growth by weight, as measured during the 

grazing season.) on all key forage plant species identified on the three allotments and/or 

listed in Appendix 3, would be maintained.  Where forage utilization levels reach or 

exceed these identified thresholds, the livestock would be removed from that area or 

portion of the allotment and not allowed to return for the remainder of the grazing season. 

 

3.   Regional Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines for Livestock Management 

 

The Regional Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Management were 

approved under the Northern and Eastern Mojave Desert Management Plan in August 2002. 

Implementation of the standards and guidelines cannot occur until the Secretary of the Interior 
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approves them. Until that time, the nationally developed fallback standards and guidelines (see 

Appendix 2, Section 1) would continue as the basis for public land health.  These Regional 

Standards and Guidelines are listed in Appendix 2, Section 2.  Rangeland Health inventory studies 

would be conducted and a Determination made, prior to the renewal of the next grazing 

permit/lease.  These regional Standards and Guidelines would be incorporated and made part of 

the terms and condition of the permit (replacing the Fallback Standards and Guidelines) once 

approved by the secretary of the Interior, without further notice.  

Experimental and research efforts would be encouraged to provide answers to grazing 

management and related resource concerns through cooperative and collaborative efforts with 

outside agencies, groups, and entities. 

 

4.  Measures to Adhere to Livestock Grazing Amendment of Cultural Resources Protocol: 

 

To reduce or eliminate impacts to cultural resources within the allotment, terms and conditions of 

the Livestock Grazing Amendment would be followed.  These terms would also be incorporated 

into the Terms and Conditions of the Permit.  Actions under the Amendment would include 

planning and scheduling, inventory and other pertinent identification efforts, consultation with 

tribal and other interested parties, evaluation of resources as required under the Amendment, 

application of Standard Protective Measures from the Amendment, monitoring, and reporting of 

results to the BLM California State Office and the State Historic Preservation Officer.  A schedule 

for carrying out these actions was established as part of the 2004 annual report on implementation 

of the Addendum.   As identification efforts are carried out and Standard Protective Measures 

from the Addendum are applied, impacts to cultural resources will be eliminated or reduced to a 

level that is in compliance with the Addendum.  If Standard Protective Measures cannot achieve 

compliance with the Addendum, consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer will be 

initiated. 

 

Standard Protective Measures can include but are not limited to:  

 

A.  Fencing or exclosure of livestock from the cultural resource sufficient to ensure long-term 

protection, according to the following specifications: 

 

 1.  the area within the exclosure must be inventoried to locate and record all cultural 

resources; and 

 2.  the exclosure (i.e.) fence must not divide a cultural resource so that a portion is outside 

of the fence; and 

 3.  the cultural resource specialist will determine the appropriate buffer to be provided 

between the cultural resource and its enclosure fence. 

 

B.  Relocation of livestock management facilities/improvements at a distance from cultural 

resources sufficient to ensure their protection from concentrated grazing use. 

 

C.  Removal of natural attractants of livestock to a cultural resource when such removal, in the 

judgment of the cultural resource specialist, will create no disturbance to the cultural resource 

(e.g. removing vegetation that is providing shade). 

 

D.  Removal of the area(s) containing cultural resources from the allotment. 

 

E.  Livestock herding away from cultural resource sites. 
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F.  Use of salting and/or dust bags or dippers placement as a tool to move concentrations of cattle 

away from cultural sites. 

 

G.  Other protective measures established in consultation with and accepted by SHPO. 

 

H.  Conduct follow-up monitoring to ensure that treatment measures are effective. 

 

C. INCREASE GRAZING ALTERNATIVE  

 

The permittee would like to establish an active perennial grazing preference for the Santa Rosa 

Flat area.  Although the Santa Rosa Flat Area is part of the Hunter Mountain Allotment, the areaôs 

distance from water has prevented the establishment of an active perennial preference.  All 

grazing is approved through temporary non-renewable authorizations.  The Desert Protection Act 

of 1994 transferred most of the allotment along with all of the watering sites and the active 

preference to the Death Valley National Park (DVNP).  This has left the situation in the Santa 

Rosa Flat area in limbo.  There are no fences along the boundary between BLM and the DVNP to 

block cattle from drifting onto Santa Rosa Flat.  Cattle have historically drifted onto the flat, 

especially when there was snow that could provide water. The area has been assessed as having 

800 AUMs of forage available but no water.  Under this request, water haul sites would be 

established to make grazing in this area feasible.  43 CFR Part 4110.3-1 states: ñAdditional forage 

may be apportioned to qualified applicant for livestock grazing use consistent with multiple-use 

management objectives.ò  43 CFR Part 4110.3 states; Changes in permitted use ñmust be 

supported by monitoring, field observations, ecological site inventory or other data acceptable to 

the authorized officer.ò  43 CFR 4110.3-1(c) states; ñAfter consultation, cooperation, and 

coordination with affected permittees, the state having lands or managing resources within the 

area, and interested publics, additional forage on a sustained yield basis available for livestock 

grazing use in an allotment may be apportioned to permittees.ò  

 

Before the passage of California Desert Protection Act in 1994 the original BLM Hunter Mountain 

Allotment was about twice the size that it currently is.  The area east of the Santa Rosa Hills was 

transferred to Death Valley National Park.  This eastern area is now an allotment unto itself within 

the national park boundary.  Within the original allotment the CDCA Plan of 1980 had estimated 

that there were 6,644 AUMs of which 1,480 were unavailable for grazing because of lack of water.  

The 1966 adjudication also recognized this available surplus forage.  Of the 1,480 AUMs it was 

estimated that 800 AUMs resided in the area to west of the Santa Rosa Hills in the Santa Rosa Flat 

which is within the BLM administered allotment as it is presently constituted.  At the time that the 

Allotment Management Plan (AMP) was written in 1989 a pipeline was planned which would 

have run across Lee Flat and the Santa Rosa Hills and delivered water into the Santa Rosa Flat thus 

making water available and grazing possible.  The pipeline project was abandoned, but in the late 

1990ôs plans were made to develop water haul sites to bring water to the Santa Rosa Flat area and 

make grazing possible.  This alternative would look at the impacts of the placement of the four 

proposed water haul sites and consider these potential impacts along with the increased grazing 

proposal.   See Appendix 1 for a map of the Allotment, wilderness area, and the proposed water 

haul sites. 

 

With the recent approval of the Northern and Eastern Mojave Plan amendment (NEMO) the 

Regional Standards & Guidelines would be incorporated into this grazing lease and management 

practices once they are signed by the Secretary of interior, without further notice.  Until that time, 

National Fallback standards would be used.  Rangeland health inventory studies would be 
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conducted and a Determination made, prior to the renewal of the next grazing lease.  See 

Appendix 2, section 1 for the Regional Standards and Guidelines, and Appendix 2, Section I for 

National Fallback Standards and Guidelines. 

 

Under this alternative, BLM would approve a temporary Non-renewable permit for five years. 

The initial stocking level would be based on new forage production studies conducted within the 

allotment. Actual grazing authorizations would be issued annually, based on prescribed 

monitoring data, and estimated forage production.  This annual authorization would reference this 

NEPA document, without the need for annual NEPA review. Upon completion of the five years of 

active grazing, BLM would evaluate the rangeland health and other monitoring data to determine 

whether the AUMs authorized as temporary non-renewable would be converted to active 

preference.   

 

1. Livestock Numbers and Season of use 

 

The table below summarizes how the numbers for the Hunter Mountain permit would change if the 

800 AUMs in Santa Rosa Flat were made available for grazing.   

 

Table 3, Livestock Numbers and Season of Use ï Increase Grazing Alternative:   

Allotment    Number      Kind       Class     From        To    AUMs 

Hunter Mtn.      109 

     109 

    Cattle 

    Cattle 

 Cow/Calf 

 Cow/Calf 

    11/20 

      3/1 

      2/28 

      6/30 

      362 

      438 

 

This alternative would require production studies to be completed to determine a more accurate 

number of AUMs available, as well as the establishment of water haul sites prior to authorizing 

turnout of 109 cattle within the Santa Rosa area.  If it is found there are more or less AUMs 

available for livestock grazing, the number of cattle would be adjusted to reflect that AUM figure.  

Although an EA (CA065-NEPA 96-34) was completed in 1996 for three water haul locations 

within this allotment, the EA is more than 10 years old, analyzes only one of the four currently 

proposed sites, contains several errors, and is incomplete.  This EA will analyze the potential site-

specific impacts to the resources which could result from the installation and use of the four 

currently proposed sites. 

 

2.  Livestock Management: 

The use of the different water haul sites would be the basis for rotating livestock through the 

allotment.  Each water haul location would represent a grazing area, and use of these grazing 

areas would fluctuate each year.  For example, on year one, the cattle would start at water haul 

site #1, then the cattle would be moved to water haul site #2, when the forage utilization levels 

warrant the move, then the cattle would move to the water haul site #3, and lastly to water haul 

site #4.  In year two, cattle would start at water haul site #2, then move to #3, and then #4, and 

lastly to #1.  On the third year, cattle would start at water haul site #3, then move to #4, then move 

to #1 and lastly to #2. In the fourth year the rotation would begin with #4 and end with #3. This 

way, key forage species would be grazed during different times on different years, allowing 

periodic rest for these plants through their critical growing period. 

 

2.  Monitorin g 

 

The rangeland monitoring of this allotment would continue in a manner similar to the way it has 

in the past.  The focus of monitoring would be to conduct utilization studies and Rangeland 

Health Assessments. 
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A.  Short-term monitoring: 

 

The use of short term monitoring is a tool to gauge the cause and effect of the current 

authorization.  This type of monitoring consists of actual use, current climatic conditions and the 

collection of utilization data.  This type of data would be collected on a yearly basis at minimum.  

The collection of utilization data would be carried out in two situations: (1) during the time that 

cattle are grazing to be sure they have not exceeded the threshold Proper Use Factor (PUFs) of 

key forage species; and (2) within two weeks of the time grazing has ceased on the pasture or 

allotment to determine the total utilization levels for the grazing season.  (See table of Proper Use 

Factors (PUFs) for key forage species in the Ridgecrest Field Office Area, Appendix 3.) 

 

B.  Long-term Monitoring: 

 

The collection of long term monitoring data typically occurs every ten years.  The collection of 

trend data, both photo and measured trend is used to determine long term cause and effect of long 

term grazing strategies.  Trend data would continue to be collected using the current quadrat 

frequency and line intercept techniques.   

 

C.  Regional Rangeland Health Standards: 

 

The collection of indicators of rangeland health information is a qualitative method that requires 

the formation of an interdisciplinary team that makes observations of various indicators to 

determine the health of rangelands and the achievement of regional standards of rangeland health.  

This process is also considered a long term, and typically occurs every ten years. 

 

With the recent approval of the WMP the Regional Standards & Guidelines (Appendix 3) will be 

incorporated into this grazing lease and management practices without further notice, once the 

Secretary of the Interior approves them.  Rangeland health inventory studies will be conducted 

and a Determination made, prior to authorizing grazing to resume and again prior to the renewal 

of the next grazing permit. 

 

4.  Measures to Adhere to Livestock Grazing Amendment of Cultural Resources Protocol: 

 

To reduce or eliminate impacts to cultural resources within the allotment, terms and conditions of 

the Livestock Grazing Amendment would be followed.  These terms would also be incorporated 

into the Terms and Conditions of the Permit.  Actions under the Amendment would include 

planning and scheduling, inventory and other pertinent identification efforts, consultation with 

tribal and other interested parties, evaluation of resources as required under the Amendment, 

application of Standard Protective Measures from the Amendment, monitoring, and reporting of 

results to the BLM California State Office and the State Historic Preservation Officer.  A schedule 

for carrying out these actions was established as part of the 2004 annual report on implementation 

of the Addendum.   As identification efforts are carried out and Standard Protective Measures 

from the Addendum are applied, impacts to cultural resources will be eliminated or reduced to a 

level that is in compliance with the Addendum.  If Standard Protective Measures cannot achieve 

compliance with the Addendum, consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer will be 

initiated. 

 

Standard Protective Measures can include but are not limited to:  
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A.  Fencing or exclosure of livestock from the cultural resource sufficient to ensure long-term 

protection, according to the following specifications: 

 

 1.  the area within the exclosure must be inventoried to locate and record all cultural  

  resources; and 

 2.  the exclosure (i.e.) fence must not divide a cultural resource so that a portion is outside 

  of the fence; and 

 3.  the cultural resource specialist will determine the appropriate buffer to be provided  

  between the cultural resource and its enclosure fence. 

 

B.  Relocation of livestock management facilities/improvements at a distance from cultural 

resources sufficient to ensure their protection from concentrated grazing use. 

 

C.  Removal of natural attractants of livestock to a cultural resource when such removal, in the 

judgment of the cultural resource specialist, will create no disturbance to the cultural resource 

(e.g. removing vegetation that is providing shade). 

 

D.  Removal of the area(s) containing cultural resources from the allotment. 

 

E.  Livestock herding away from cultural resource sites. 

 

F.  Use of salting and/or dust bags or dippers placement as a tool to move concentrations of cattle 

away from cultural sites. 

 

G.  Other protective measures established in consultation with and accepted by SHPO. 

 

H.  Conduct follow-up monitoring to ensure that treatment measures are effective. 

 

3. Range Improvements: 
 

The four water haul sites will be placed at the following locations: 

 a. UTMs: E 442719, N 4026499  

 b. UTMs: E 442481, N 4031745 

 c. UTMs: E 437159, N 4038186 

 d. UTMs: E 435370, N 4041886  

 

Each site will accommodate a 4,245 gallon galvanized steel tank painted beige.  Each tank will 

have a manhole cover in the dome of the tank and be equipped with 2ò intake and outlet vents.  

Each tank will be placed on a gravel base.  There will be a 2ò PVC pipe from the outlet to a 

watering trough equipped with a float valve. 

 

D.  NO ACTION  ALTERNATIVE  

 

The no action or current management alternative consists of authorizing cattle grazing on the 

Hunter Mountain allotment, under one grazing permit, for a term of ten years.  The current season 

of use and permitted use, including management actions and stipulations would be included in this 

grazing permit and are listed below.   

 

1. Livestock Numbers, Season of Use, & Grazing Management: 
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The table below summarizes current livestock numbers and season of use. 

 

Table 4:  Current Livestock Numbers and Season of Use 

Allotment    Number      Kind       Class     From        To    AUMs 

Hunter 

Mountain 

 

1 

1 

 

Cattle 

Cattle 

 

Cow/calf 

  Cow/calf 

3/1 

11/20 

 

6/30 

2/28 

 

4 

3 

 

 

Livestock grazing would continue as it has been for the past twelve years, since the passage of the 

Desert Protection Act.  Actual grazing would only occur from livestock drift and trailing, as the 

cattle are moved from the home ranch near Olancha, to the NPS grazing allotment just east, and 

adjacent to BLM administered Hunter Mountain allotment.  Trailing takes from one to three days 

and occurs twice a year, once in the fall en route to the National Park Service allotment and again 

at the end of the spring grazing coming back to the home ranch.   All forage allocations are 

authorized under Temporary Non-renewable permits.  It is estimated that less than 20 AUMs are 

consumed trailing in either direction. 

 

2.  Other Terms and Conditions: 

 

     a.   The permittee(s) is required to perform normal maintenance on all range improvements 

located on public land within the Hunter Mountain Allotment.  All range improvements 

would be maintained in a functioning condition or removed. 

 

     b.   The permitteeôs certified actual use report is due no later than 15 days after the end of 

authorized grazing but no later than March 15
th
 and September 15

th
, each year.  Each 

Actual Use Report would list number of cattle and on & off dates by pasture. 

 

     c.   The terms and conditions of this permit may be modified if additional information indicates 

that revision is necessary to conform with 43 CFR 4180.2. 

 

     d.   The payment of grazing fees shall be received within 15 days of the due date or the 

permittee will be charged a late fee assessment of $25 or 10% of the grazing bill, 

whichever is greater, not to exceed $250. Failure to make payment within 30 days of the 

due date may result in adverse administrative action. 

 

3.   National Fallback Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines for Livestock 

Management 

 

The National Fallback standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock 

Management would continue to be the basis for public land health.  These National Fallback 

Standards and Guidelines are listed in Appendix 2, Section 1.  Rangeland Health inventory studies 

would be conducted and a Determination made, prior to the renewal of the next grazing 

permit/lease.   

 

E.    NO GRAZING ALTERNATIVE   
 

This alternative would not authorize the permit to be renewed.  Grazing would stop after June 30, 

2007.  As a result, grazing would not continue on the Hunter Mountain allotment.  This is to be a 

permanent change in land use suitability.  The BLM would initiate a process in accordance with 

the 4100 regulations to permanently eliminate grazing on the allotment.  
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CHAPTER 3:        ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS  

 

A. LIVESTOCK GRAZING  

 

1. Affected Environment 

 

a.  Livestock Numbers and Season of Use 

 

Table 5.  Livestock Numbers and Season of Use 

 

Allotment  

 

Number  

 

Kind 

 

Class 

 

From 

 

To 

 

AUMs 

Hunter 

Mountain 

 

1 

1 

 

Cattle 

Cattle 

 

Cow/calf 

  Cow/calf 

3/1 

11/20 

 

6/30 

2/27 

 

4 

3 

 

 

b. Livestock Management 

 

Historically the allotment covered approximately 139,450 acres.  In 1994, approximately 86,448 

acres were transferred to Death Valley National Park, as part of the California Desert Protection 

Act.  Grazing has not been authorized for several years on the BLM allotment and there is no 

natural water to support long-term perennial grazing.  Before 1995 the National Park Service 

allotment and the BLM allotment were administered as single unit.  After 1995, the NPS took 

over the administration of livestock grazing on their portion of the allotment which significantly 

altered BLMôs management focus to what was remaining on BLM administered lands.  

 

The typical grazing occurring in the BLMôs Hunter Mountain Allotment amounts to seasonal drift 

and trailing across.  The main area of grazing occurs within Death Valley National Park.  The 

grazing which occurs within the BLM allotment results from trailing the cattle to and from the 

NPS grazing allotment and cattle drift off the NPS allotment during the winter grazing season.  

The amount of drift is related to the available moisture in the area at the time of grazing.  Since, 

BLMôs Hunter Mountain Allotment contains no available water, only during years when snow is 

available or after significant rains do the livestock tend to drift more into the allotment.  

(Allotment Map, see Appendix 1)  All grazing has been approved through the issuance of 

Temporary Non-renewable authorizations based on estimated actual use.  Historical records of 

actual use within the Santa Rosa Flat area are not complete.  The rancher has reported as many as 

200 cattle have grazed this area during very wet winter/spring seasons however, this probably 

doesnôt occur more than a couple of times per decade.  Although BLM has estimated 800 AUMs 

exist in this general region, typically, grazing use has been limited to trailing across and isolated, 

incidental drift probably amounting to no more than 20 AUMs per year, on the average.  The 7 

AUMs depicted in table 5 above represents 1 cow for the grazing season, which is the minimum 

number of cattle that can be recorded so BLMôs computerized record system can keep Hunter 

Mountain Allotment as an active allotment. 

  

c.  Range Improvements   

 

At the present time there are no range improvements on the allotment and the only use on the 

allotment is trailing to reach the grazing allotment within Death Valley National Park 
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d. Monitoring 

 

Actual use reports are submitted by the Operator to this office within 15 days after the livestock 

are removed from the allotment. 

 

e. Allotment boundary 

 

The boundary of the Hunter Mountain Allotment had not been officially defined until the NEMO 

Plan.  The early documents (1950s and early 1960s) for the Hunter Mountain allotment refer to 

the Hunter Mountain Allotment as being in the vicinity of Hunter Mountain.    Several different 

maps were drawn during the adjudication in the mid 1960s. There is an early map that showed the 

area east of Lee Flat, one that included Lee Flat, one that extended onto northern Santa Rosa Flat 

and into San Lucas Canyon and one that showed all of Santa Rosa Flat from Highway 190 north 

into San Lucas Canyon.  That map shows an area extending into the Inyo Mountains and 

Conglomerate Mesa but not the area of Lee Flat east to Hunter Mountain. The range forage 

surveys conducted as part of the adjudication included all of the area to the top of the ridge along 

the Inyo Mountains including Conglomerate Mesa and Malpais Mesa.  None of these early maps 

were labeled as the official Hunter Mountain Allotment and few were dated.  A later map was 

prepared for the AMP (Allotment Management Plan) that focused on the major grazing areas in 

relation to the AMP and included all of Santa Rosa Flat, extended into Sal Lucas Canyon and 

extended into the Inyo Mountains. This boundary issue came to a head with the passage of the 

Desert Protection Act in 1994.  That act transferred most of the Hunter Mountain Allotment and 

its water supply to the newly established Death Valley National Park.  That left the area west of 

the DVNP including Santa Rosa Flat and San Lucas Canyon as the only portions of the allotment 

remaining on BLM Lands.  At that time, it became apparent that there was a need to officially 

designate the western boundary of the allotment.  With the preparation of the NEMO Plan, a map 

was prepared for the allotment which was based upon the historic area where cattle had and could 

graze and physical barriers which have historically limit animal movements. That map was part of 

the approved NEMO Plan (2002) and is duplicated on the map included in this EA.  

 

2. Environmental Consequences 

 

a.  Impacts of Proposed Action & No Action Alternative 

 

The proposed action and no action alternatives would have no further impacts on grazing because 

the only grazing use is for trailing which lasts for less than week (total, going and returning) each 

year. 

 

b. Impacts of Increase Grazing Alternative 

 

Under this alternative, and after initial analysis of forage production, 109 additional cattle would 

be authorized to graze within the allotment.  This increase in grazing would have a significant 

positive affect on the rancher economy of scale; make his operation more effective and reducing 

overall cost per cow to maintain a herd. 

 

c. Impacts of No Grazing Alternative 

 

The no grazing alternative would cancel grazing altogether and would increase the difficulty for 

the permittee to trail his cattle across the Hunter Mountain allotment to National Park Service 
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allotment where he presently grazes.  This would cause an undue impairment to the permitteeôs 

ability to graze legally. 

 

B.  AIR and CLIMATE  

 

 AIR QUALITY  

 

1. Affected Environment 

 

The management/enforcement of the air quality standards falls on several different jurisdictions. 

The USEPA (United States Environmental Protection Agency) has the primary responsibilities 

under the Federal Clean Air Act.  The USEPA had transferred a number of responsibilities to the 

states and in most cases, regional air quality management districts.  The regional Great Basin 

Unified Air Pollution Control District (GBUAPCD) has jurisdiction over point and area sources in 

the project area (ARB1992).  The state Air Resources Board has jurisdiction over mobile sources.  

Air quality throughout the allotment area is generally good.  There are, however, times that 

portions of the area have not meet air quality standards due to locally generated and/or transported 

in pollutants. Currently portions of the project area are classified as nonattainment areas for PM10 

under state standards and National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The area is 

unclassified for the new PM2.5 standard.  A portion of the Hunter Mountain Allotment falls within 

the USEPA designated Owens Valley PM10 nonattainment area.   

 

An implementation plan has been prepared for the Owens Valley PM10 planning area which 

identify sources of PM10 emissions and control measures to reduce emissions. Livestock grazing 

is not considered a important emission source in the PM10 plans.  The emphasis in the Owens 

Valley plan is control of emissions from Owens Lake which accounts for 99.9% of the PM 

emissions. 

 

2.  Environmental Consequences 

 

a. Impacts of Proposed Action  

 

Emissions of pollutants as a result of the proposed action would be very small are likely 

unmeasurable and are clearly deminimus. Grazing related PM10 emission levels are not considered 

important in the PM10 SIP.  No offsite impacts are anticipated.  The emissions from the proposed 

grazing use would not  exceed the deminimus emission levels and is exempt from conformity 

determination (40 CFR Part 93.153 ( iii )) (USEPA 1993) which exempts continuing and 

recurring activities such as permit renewals where activities will be similar in scope and operation 

to activities currently being conducted. As a result no further conformity analysis or determination 

is necessary. 

 

b. Impacts of the Increased Grazing Alternative 

  

Emissions of pollutants as a result of the increased grazing alternative would be very low are 

likely undetectable and are clearly deminimus. The emissions from the proposed grazing use are 

estimated to be less than 0.5 tons per year and would not exceed the deminimus emission levels of 

70 tons per year.  As compared to the Owens Lake pm10 emissions of over 80 thousand tons per 

year, grazing related PM10 emission levels are less than 0.0006% of the area emissions and are not 

considered important in the PM10 SIP.  No offsite impacts are anticipated.    As a result no further 

conformity analysis or determination is necessary. 
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c. Impacts of No Action Alternative  

 

Impacts to air quality as a result of the No Action Alternative  would be the same as the Proposed 

Action. 

 

d. Impacts of No Grazing 

 

No impacts to air would occur as a result of grazing activities. 

 

CLI MATE  

Affected Environment 

 

The Hunter Mountain Allotment lies between 4900 and 7700 feet elevation in the northern 

Mojave Desert on the Darwin Plateau.  The Inyo Mountain Crest forms the western edge of the 

area. The Inyo Mountains and the Sierra Nevada Mountains further west and blocks much of the 

moisture from the west.  The climate for the area is best characterized as a cool desert.  The 

elevation and the blocking nature of the Inyo Mountains has resulted in a range of precipitation 

values for the area.  Factors such as slope, aspect, and elevation cause local variations in site 

specific winds, temperatures and rainfall.  These local variations are to the regional climate with 

its familiar cycles of rainfall, snowfall, draughts and extreme temperatures.   There is a NOAA 

weather station located at Haiwee Reservoir, California 40 miles southwest of the allotment.  It 

has climate records dating back to 1948 which give indications of the regional climate.  The NPS 

has maintained a RAWS weather station on hunter Mountain since 1989 which provides 

additional weather data for the region.  The Santa Rosa Flat area lies about half way between the 

two weather stations in elevation.   From projecting from the existing stations the average 

temperature would be approximately 56 degrees.  The mean temperature for the Haiwee station is  

59.36 degrees F with a standard deviation of 0.98 degrees F.  The mean precipitation for the 

Haiwee station is 6.74 inches.  The precipitation has ranged between 17.27 and 1.85 with a 

standard deviation of 3.42 inches.  The data shows that the precipitation is not equally distributed 

throughout each month of the year, but rather it is heavily biased toward the winter cool season.  

In 2007, there was little rainfall (0.45 inches) resulting in the current draught (see table c-1). 
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Ongoing scientific research has identified the potential effects of so-called ñgreenhouse gasò 

(GHG) emissions (including carbon dioxide, CO2; methane; nitrous oxide; water vapor; and 

several trace gasses) on global climate. Through complex interactions on a regional and global 

scale, these GHG emissions cause a net warming effect of the atmosphere, making surface 

temperatures suitable for life on earth, primarily by decreasing the amount of heat energy radiated 

by the earth back into space. Although GHG levels have varied for millennia, with corresponding 

variations in climatic conditions, recent industrialization and burning of fossil carbon sources 

have caused CO2 concentrations to increase dramatically, and are likely to contribute to overall 

climatic changes, typically referred to as global warming.  Increasing CO2 concentrations also 

lead to preferential fertilization and growth of specific plant species.   

 

The assessment of GHG emissions and climate change is in its formative phase, and it is not yet 

possible to know with confidence the net impact to climate. Observed climatic changes may be 

caused by GHG emissions, or may reflect natural fluctuations (U.S. GAO 2007).  We know that in 

the past the earth has gone through a number of ice ages with periods of warming and droughts 

between the periods.  The most recent Ice Age ended around 13,000 years ago and the climate has 

warmed and dried since then.  The warming and drying has not been continuous.  As recently as 

2500 years ago, the Owens river flowed into Searles Lake even though it had ceased for some 

time.  Around 900 AD a 200 year drought nearly dried up Mono Lake (called the Medieval 

Warming) (Singer, S. Fred and Dennis T. Avery. 2007).  The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change (IPCC, 2007) recently concluded that ñWarming of the climate system is unequivocalò 

and ñMost of the observed increase in globally average temperatures since the mid-20th century is 

very likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic [man-made] greenhouse gas 

concentrations.ò  

 

Global mean surface temperatures have increased nearly 1.0°C (1.8°F) from 1890 to 2006 

(Goddard Institute for Space Studies, 2007).  However, both observations and predictive models 

indicate that average temperature changes are likely to be greater in the Northern Hemisphere.  
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The data indicated that northern latitudes (above 24° N ) have exhibited temperature increases of 

nearly 1.2°C (2.1°F) since 1900, with nearly a 1.0°C (1.8°F) increase since 1970 alone.  Without 

additional meteorological monitoring systems, it is difficult to determine the spatial and temporal 

variability and change of climatic conditions, but increasing concentrations of GHG are likely to 

accelerate the rate of climate change.  In 2001, the IPCC indicated that by the year 2100, global 

average surface temperatures will rise 1.4 to 5.8°C (2.5 to 10.4°F) above 1990 levels.  The 

National Academy of Sciences (2006) has confirmed these findings, but also indicated there are 

uncertainties how climate change will affect different regions. Computer model predictions 

indicate that increases in temperature will not be equally distributed, but are likely to be 

accentuated at higher latitudes. Warming during the winter months is expected to be higher than 

during the summer. 

 

An analysis of the Haiwee, CA temperature data from 1948 (first year with complete data) to 

2006 shows that the mean temperature has stayed nearly the same during that period of time (table 

c-2).    Analyses of precipitation data for the same period of time indicates that the precipitation 

has stayed relatively the same also. 

 

 

 

2. Environmental Consequences 

 

a. Impacts of Proposed Action  
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The U.S. Department of Interior (2001) issued orders to include global climate change in 

connection with planning efforts.  It is questionable whether permit renewals fall within the order, 

but the point is moot as noted by the General Accounting Office (GAO) (2007).  The GAO, in 

their report, noted that there has been no guidance issued as to how to implement the order.  They 

also note that there is insufficient site specific information to allow managers to plan for climate 

change.  It is generally accepted that there has been an increase in the rate of temperature increase 

and the likely cause is an increase in (GHG) especially carbon dioxide (CO2).  Livestock 

consumes vegetation and give off CO2 and other GHG.  The natural decomposition of vegetation 

also produces similar GHGs.  The volume of GHG produced by cattle in the Hunter Mountain 

Allotment beyond background natural emissions is likely very small and the proposed cattle 

grazing will have little influence on the Global Climate. The combined GHG emissions (CO2 

equilivants) from forestry and agriculture in California account for 8% of the totals (Held et al. 

2007).  Cattle account for around 6.1% of the agricultural products in California and consume 

2,855,668,844 AUMs (USDA Census of Agriculture 2002).  Based upon that, the potential 20 

AUMs of cattle use on the Hunter Mountain Allotment account for 0.0000007% of the cattle 

GHG emissions in California.   The rancher tends to use horses rather than vehicles to manage his 

cattle so the expected vehicle caused GHG emissions relating to the cattle use on the Hunter 

Mountain Allotment would be very small.   The effect of climate change on other resources is 

addressed in the resource specific sections 

 

b. Impacts of No Action Alternative  

 

Similar to the Proposed Action.  Cattle grazing would account for 800 AUMs or 0.00003% of the 

California GHG emissions from cattle.  

 

c. Impacts of No Grazing Alternative: 

 

There would be no impact to climate from livestock grazing in the Hunter Mountain Allotment 

provided cattle were fenced out of the allotment blocking drift from the DVNP.  If cattle were to 

continue to drift as they have in the past, the impacts would be the same as the proposed action. 

 

C.  AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN (ACEC)  

 

1.  Affected Environment 

 

The proposed action and the alternatives would have no affect on ACEC's because there are no 

such designated areas in the allotment. 

 

D.  BIOLOGICAL SOIL CRUSTS  
 

1. Affected Environment 

 

Soil crusts are wide spread and in good condition in the Hunter Mountain Allotment.  Rangeland 

health assessments conducted in the allotment included sampling on the occurrences of biological 

crusts.  The data documents the widespread occurrence of intact complex soil crust communities 

consisting of mosses, lichens, green algae and small cyanobacteria.  The wide spread occurrence 

of these sensitive intact crust species indicates that the sites are in good condition (Belnap and 

Lange 2003, and USDI BLM 2001b).  Historic data indicated that cattle have used the area, but 

never intensely because of the lack of permanent water sources.  Wild burros, however, made 

extensive use of the area with large numbers of animals.  Capture data indicated that around 
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12,600 AUMs of burro use was removed from the area just over 20 years ago with one of the 

major water trap sites less that 1 mile east of the current Hunter Mountain Allotment (USDIBLM 

1980a, 1980b & 1989) 

 

2. Environmental Consequences 
 

a. Impacts of the Proposed Action Alternative:  

 

The current biological crust community consists of diverse species and is in good condition.  It is 

likely that continued grazing at similar levels would not make any appreciable additional changes 

in the biological crust community. 

 

b. Impacts of the Increased Grazing Alternative 

  

The proposed increased grazing alternative represents an increase in use for the area, but the 

increased use still represents a very low stocking rate (495 acres/animal).  This alternative 

represents a much lower level of use than the historic heavy use by wild burros.  The dispersed 

use away from water is not likely to cause appreciable changes in the current condition of the 

biological crusts it those areas.  Areas adjacent to the water sites could see some fragmentation of 

the more sensitive crusts there. These watering sites tend to be less than one acre.  With the 

proposed four watering sites there could be 4 acres impacted or 0.007% of the allotment. 

 

c. Impacts of the No Action Alternative: 

 

Impacts from the no action alternative would be similar to that of the proposed action. 

 

d. Impacts of No Grazing Alternative: 

 

 

E. CULTURAL RESOURCES  

 

1.  Affected Environment 

 

Four archeological field reconnaissance surveys, involving a cumulative total of about 75 acres, 

have been conducted within the allotment.  From the data collected during these surveys, seven 

archaeological sites have been formally recorded within the allotment, and they are both 

prehistoric and historic in nature.  The majority of these sites were recorded during the late 1970s 

as part of field surveys for the California Desert Plan. 

 

A review of these site records determined that two sites, designated as CA-INY-2261 and CA-

INY-2288, are small isolated lithic scatters of less then five flakes each that occur in rocky outcrop 

areas.  Two other sites, CA-INY-2199H and CA-INY-2298H, are metal can dumps dating to the 

early years of the 20th Century.  A fifth site, CA-INY-2199H, is the historic Conglomerate Trail.  

The remaining two sites, CA-INY-5079H and CA-INY-5080H, historic trash scatters, were 

recorded in 1997  There is no mention made in any of these site records about observing any 

impacts being caused by cattle. 

 

There are no historic properties within the allotment that are listed on the National Register of 

Historic Places (NRHP), but two of the seven sites have been evaluated for their eligibility for the 
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NRHP.  In 1997 as part of their recordation, sites CA-INY-5079H and CA-INY-5080H, were 

formally evaluated and determined not eligible for the NRHP. 

 

2.  Environmental Consequences 

   

a.  Impacts of Proposed Action Alternative 

 

Under the proposed action, there would be no change to cultural resource management 

components of the California Desert Conservation Area Plan as amended.  Cattle grazing would 

continue at current levels pursuant to planning and management prescriptions.  Proposed range 

improvements and changes in approved management plans would be reviewed pursuant to Section 

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act as implemented in the State Protocol Agreement 

between the California State Director of the Bureau of Land Management and the California State 

Historic Preservation Officer Regarding the Manner in which the Bureau of Land Management 

will meet Its Responsibilities under the National Historic Preservation Act, October 2004, 

(hereinafter referred to as the Protocol) and the Supplemental Procedures for Livestock Grazing 

Permit/Lease Renewals, August 2004, (hereinafter referred to as the Supplement). 

 

The proposed alternative would continue livestock grazing in accordance with current management 

plans.  The threats to cultural properties would continue, but would not change significantly from 

current levels.  Presently, none of the seven archaeological sites recorded within the allotment 

appear to be close to any existing water sources.  Under the proposed action, livestock grazing 

would be limited in the vicinity of these historic properties until an assessment of effects can be 

completed in accordance with procedures outlined in the Supplement.  Under the proposed 

alternative BLM would continue to implement the procedures outlined in the Supplement to 

identify historic properties that may be affected by livestock grazing.  Where conflicts between 

livestock grazing and significant cultural properties are identified, BLM would implement the 

appropriate Standard Protective Measures specified in the Supplement, or in cases where conflicts 

cannot be resolved, the BLM would consult with the California State Historic Preservation Officer 

pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the Protocol. 

 

The Permittee would also be required by term of the grazing permit to perform normal 

maintenance on all range improvements located within the Allotment, including occasional repair 

of fences.  This normal maintenance, walking along the fenceline and using hand tools to repair 

broken wire strands, is allowed without the need for further heritage compliance review by one of 

the Exemption clauses contained in the Protocol's Appendix D: Activity A-34: "Modification of 

existing fences, gates, grills or screens". 

 

b.  Impacts of the Increased Grazing Alternative 

 

Under this alternative, there would be a slight increase in the potential overlap between where 

livestock grazing would occur and the location of the seven known sites.   Under this Alternative 

BLM would continue to implement the procedures outlined in the Supplement to identify historic 

properties that may be affected by livestock grazing.  If this Alternative were to be selected, the 

four proposed water haul sites would then be subjected to a full cultural resources field survey to 

identify any archeological evidences that might be effected by their construction.  Where conflicts 

between livestock grazing and significant cultural properties are identified, BLM would implement 

the appropriate Standard Protective Measures specified in the Supplement, or in cases where 

conflicts cannot be resolved, the BLM would consult with the California State Historic 
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Preservation Officer pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the 

Protocol. 

 

c.  Impacts of the No Action Alternative 

 

Grazing has occurred in the California Desert since the mid-19
th
 Century.  Our knowledge and 

understanding about the effects of livestock grazing on cultural properties is limited for the 

California Desert, but studies of grazing impacts have been reported for other areas in California 

and the Great Basin region.  The primary threats from grazing behavior would be damage to 

artifacts and site integrity resulting from the breakage, chipping, and displacement of artifacts, 

which might compromise the context and information potential of a historic property.  Grazing 

threats to cultural properties would be greatest in areas where cattle congregate around springs, 

watercourses, shade and salt licks. 

 

The analysis and threats to cultural properties would be the same as the Proposed Action 

Alternative.  Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change to cultural resource 

management components of the California Desert Conservation Area Plan as amended.  Cattle 

grazing would continue at current levels pursuant to planning and management prescriptions.  

Proposed range improvements and changes in approved management plans would be reviewed 

pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act as implemented in the Protocol 

and the Supplement. 

 

The threats to the seven cultural properties located within the allotment would continue, but would 

not change significantly from current levels.  As with the Proposed Action Alternative, livestock 

grazing would be limited in the vicinity of these properties until an assessment of effects can be 

completed in accordance with procedures outlined in the Supplement. 

 

Under the no action alternative BLM would continue to implement the procedures outlined in the 

Supplement to identify historic properties that may be affected by livestock grazing.  Where 

conflicts between livestock grazing and significant cultural properties are identified, BLM would 

implement the appropriate Standard Protective Measures specified in the Supplement, or in cases 

where conflicts cannot be resolved, the BLM would consult with the California State Historic 

Preservation Officer pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the 

Protocol. 

 

d.  Impacts of the No Grazing Alternative 

 

There is no impact to cultural resources under this alternative. 

 

F.  ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  

 

1.  Affected Environment 

 

The grazing allotment being analyzed is located in rural Inyo County.  The rural areas of this 

county are typically occupied by moderate to low-income households.  The lessees that hold the 

grazing leases for the allotments being analyzed typically have moderate incomes.  Seasonal 

laborers that may be hired by the lessees generally come from low-income households. 

 

2.  Environmental Consequences 
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a. Impacts of Proposed Action, Increased Grazing, and No Action Alternatives 

 

The implementation of the proposed action would have an affect but not a disproportionate affect 

on low-income or minority populations living on or near the allotments being analyzed. 

 

The grazing of livestock in rural Inyo County has been a common practice for over 100 years.  

Typically, ranching has been performed by persons of low to moderate income, and may or may 

not be considered a minority.  There are no Native American communities on or near any of the 

allotments being analyzed. 

 

b. No Grazing Alternative 

 

Under the no grazing alternative there would be an affect but not a disproportionate affect with 

respect to low-income or minority populations.  The loss of livestock grazing in rural Inyo County 

could result in the loss of seasonal employment to a very small component of low-income or 

minority populations. 

 

G.  FARMLANDS, PRIME OR UNIQUE  

 

1. Affected Environment 

 

The proposed action and alternative would have no affect on unique or prime farmlands because 

there are no lands designated as such in the allotment. 

 

H.  FLOOD PLAINS  

 

1. Affected Environment 

 

Flood plains are associated with all of the main drainages in the allotment.  Alluvial fans occur at 

the mouth of nearly all drainages.  Most of the flood events are associated with summer 

thunderstorm events.  These large events tend to be localized events which may drop over 4 

inches of rain in a short time. The very large events may have a return interval of 25-50 years.  

These large events are a result of high intensity storms and are little affected by cultural practices 

in the watershed.  

 

2. Environmental Consequences 
 

a. Impacts of Proposed Action: 

 

Flood events where the flows exceed bank full flows and move onto the floodplain generally 

occur as a result of large summer thunderstorms where the cultural practices such as grazing have 

little influence on flood size. 

 

b. Impacts of the Increased Grazing Alternative 

  

Similar to the proposed action. 

 

c. Impacts of No Action Alternative: 

 

Similar to the proposed action. 
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d. Impacts of No Grazing Alternative: 

 

Similar to the proposed action. 

 

I.  INVASIVE, NON -NATIVE SPECIES  

 

1.  Affected Environment 

 

Peter Rowlands et al. (1982) in Brooks (1998) notes that alien species comprise a relatively small 

portion of the flora in the deserts.  They indicate that there approximately 1836 species of vascular 

plants in the California portion of the Mojave Desert of which 156 (9%) are alien to the region.  

This compares to the global average of 16% alien plants (Rowlands et al. 1982).  Rangeland 

health evaluations completed in the allotment identified three species of non-native/invasive 

species in the area. Species identified in the allotment include downy brome(cheat grass) (Bromus 

tectorum), red bromegrass (Bromus (rubens) madritensis Ssp. rubens) and an annual mustard 

(Brassica spp).  The non-native species can be classified into three general groups.  

 

The first group is invasive, non-native plants which are common across the landscape.  Species in 

this group are common across the desert and many are common in surrounding bioregions as well. 

In this allotment, these species occur in small portions of the allotment (2of 4 sites) and combined 

they generally constitute less than 1 % of the total cover. Species in this group include downy 

brome(cheat grass) and red bromegrass  .  None of the species in this group are classified as 

noxious weeds. 

 

The second group of invasive, non-native species is also common in the desert, but is more 

restricted in the habitats they occupy.  For the most part this group is limited to road sides, some 

washes and other highly modified sites where there is little competition from other plants and 

water concentrates to provide late season soil moisture.  Adequate soil moisture in the late spring 

and summer is important for these species.  The only representative species in the allotment is 

mustard which is found along road corridors through and adjacent to the allotment. Road 

maintenance practices and equipment play a strong role in maintaining the site disturbance and in 

spreading seeds of these type species.  There is a future concern for Moroccan mustard (Brassica 

tourenefortii), Mediterranean mustard (Hirschfedia incana) and black mustard (Brassica nigra) 

which are spreading along road corridors in the region.  None of these species are listed noxious 

weeds or occur in the allotment.   

 

The third group of invasive non-native species is species which occur as a series of specific 

infestations at specific sites.  All of these species are listed noxious weeds and have active control 

efforts in place. A number of these species occur in the region, but none occur within the Hunter 

Mountain Allotment.   

 

BLM has an integrated weed management plan which includes detection and prevention plans 

(USDI BLM 2006b) to detect new infestations.  There are no known populations of noxious 

weeds in the Hunter Mountain allotment. 

 

2.  Environmental Consequences 

 

a. Impacts of Proposed Action and No Action 

 




